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illy made to institutions, rather than to investigators Individuals.
:n contrast to this approach, the government assigns i university a federal agency as its auditor. That lizant agency is responsible for the audit of direct indirect costs and the negotiation of indirect cost is.  The extent of the audit is such that some insti-.ons have federal auditors on their campuses full time. i year's direct costs are subject to audit, although .ts may not be conducted annually, and the books have remain open for audit for two, three, or more years.
SCIENTIFIC ACCOUNTABILITY
sntific accountability for federal funds is provided lany ways. Science as a profession demands disclosure, >f, replication, and rigorous intellectual honesty, penalty for deliberate violation of the integrity of research process is disgrace and loss of professional Sieges. Universities view faculty research as a icipal factor in recruitment, promotion, award of ten-arid the continuing performance evaluation that sets allocation of institutional resources.  Scientific scholarly journals carefully review and select the cs they publish. Superimposed on these systems of >ntific accountability are those used in the govern-:-university relationship.
?he goals of federal agencies' preaward review proses are to select the best research and the best per-\ers. The processes are designed to foster objectiv-r to keep the competition open to new applicants, and .imit errors in judgment, all without undue consumption :ime and effort. The National Commission on Research >rt on review processes17 describes the review proses used by the dominant agencies supporting research miversities (see Chapter 1, Table 2). The most common 3ess is external peer review by practicing scientists guide the agencies' choices of both research directs and specific projects to support, [n both governmental and nongovernmental scientific Lew processes, the unequivocal qualification of a Lewer is scientific expertise, and the overriding berion employed is scientific merit.  The preaward r review processes used in U.S. science have provided Lity control, continuous review of progress in scien-Lc fields, safeguards against favoritism or politicalices" (background paper prepared for the Ad Hoc Committee on Government-University Relationships in Support of Science, Washington, D.C., June 1982).purest form, a fixed obligation grant would leave such funds under the control of the investigator andsome faculty made exaggerated claims about the requirements of the revised A-21.
